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BUDGET RESOLUTION/$1 Billion Defense Cut for Domestic Spending

SUBJECT: Senate Concurrent Budget Resolution for fiscal years 1996-2002 . . . S. Con. Res. 13. Lautenberg
amendment No. 1168.

ACTION: AMENDMENT REJECTED, 31-68

SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. Con. Res. 13, the fiscal year 1996 Concurrent Budget Resolution, will reduce projected spen

over 7 years to balance the budget by fiscal year (FY) 2002 without increasing taxes. Savings that will accrue f
lower debt service payments (an estimated $170 billion) will be dedicated to a reserve fund, which may be used for t@x reduc
after enactment of laws to ensure a balanced budget. Highlights include the following: the rate of growth in Medicatewsllibe s
to 7.1 percent; Medicaid's rate of growth will be slowed to 5 percent and it will be transformed into a block grant pregram;
Commerce Department and more than 100 other Federal programs, agencies, and commissions will be eliminated; welfar
housing programs will be reformed; agriculture, energy, and transportation subsidies will be cut; foreign aid will beneat; defe
spending will be cut and then allowed to increase back to its 1995 level; and Social Security will not be altered.

The Lautenberg amendmentcut reduce defense spending by $1 billion and would increase nondefense discretionary spenc
by the same amount, with the stated intent of cutting "wasteful bureaucratic overhead and wasteful procurement” in the de
budget and increasing spending to combat illegal immigration.

The amendment was offered after all debate time had expired. However, some statements on amendments were addec
record or were made before the amendments were offered and before debate time had expired. Also, by unanimous consent, 1
of time was allowed on each amendment for explanatory statements before each vote.

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The Lautenberg amendment would cut $1 billion in wasteful Defense Department spending and would use the savings to
illegal immigration. The United States needs more border control agents to stop the torrent of illegal immigrants sneking int
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country. At a minimum, the United States should be able to agree to eliminate $1 billion in wasteful, bureaucratic defenggse spen
so that amount may be instead spent on border-control efforts.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

The Lautenberg amendment would cut defense spending by another $1 billion; how that $1 billion would then be spent is an open
guestion. Senators may think that this amendment would cut "wasteful" defense spending to pay for border control acéilities, bu
it would really do is cut $1 billion from the Defense Department budget, whether wasteful spending or not, and spend that money
on domestic discretionary programs. We oppose chipping away at the safety of our country in order to pay for domestic programs,
and we thus oppose this amendment.



